Abstract
Diachronic development of the German negation particle
To start with, I will present a brief overview of facts concerning the development of the negation particle in German as also described in Behaghel (1918) , Paul (1998) , and more recently Donhauser (1998) .
Throughout the Old High German period, i. e. between approximately 750 and 1050 AD sentential negation is generally expressed using the negation particle ni. This particle was inherited from Protogermanic. It cliticises on the verb. 2 Thus the negation particle moves together with 1. Thanks are due to Anna Cardinaletti, Peter Gallmann, Richard Ingham, Helmut Weiß and three anonymous reviewers for their comments on this paper and to Matthew Harper for checking my English. 2. A graphematic reflex of this is the common omission of the spatium between ni and the verb, which is unfortunately often not rendered in the editions, in contrast to the original manuscripts. This is the case, for example, in Siever's (1892) edition of Tatian and Kelle's (1856) edition of Otfrid.
the verb from a clause final (Ve) position which is preserved in dependent clauses such as (1) to C in verb first (V1) and verb second (V2) clauses such as (2) and (3):
(1 (O I. 8, 3) Towards the end of the Old High German period the negation particle is phonologically weakened to ne or en. Occasionally it co-occurs with a reinforcing adverbial such as nieht (from Old High German niwiht 'nothing' in its adverbial use): But also the non-negative uuiht ('anything') is used in this way: (5) óuh also uuíht in any way es it íó ever nirdúaltin Neg-bore '(They) also did not ever bear it (at all)' (O I 11, 5) In the course of the development ni(e)ht is grammaticalised as a second part of negation, so that in Middle High German (1050Ϫ1350 AD) sentential negation is standardly expressed through the bipartite negation particle ne/en ... niht of which only the first part cliticises on the verb. The second part is not affected by verb movement. (Lancelot, p. 10, line 27) Beginning in Middle High German the enclitic negation particle is dropped. 3 This process is completed in the course of the Early New High German period (1350Ϫ1650 AD), giving way to a simple negation particle nicht: Kottanerin, p. 10, l. 27) This is still the prevalent pattern of sentential negation in present day German.
As has been recognized in the literature this process can be subsumed under Jespersen's cycle. Jespersen (1917) describes how the negation particle in various languages is subject to a cyclic development that proceeds in several steps:
The development of the German negative particle ni > ne ... niht > nicht corresponds to these three stages. 
Syntactic analysis

Previous accounts
There are several basic ways in which negation in German has been analysed. On the one hand it has been suggested to treat negation as an adjunct, either as an adverbial adjunct or as a head-adjunct to V 0 . On the other hand negation has been analysed as a subprojection of the split IP shell, i. e. as a functional projection dominating VP.
The latter approach goes back to Pollock (1989) who, on the basis of word order asymmetries in French and English suggested splitting the former IP into several functional subprojections including NegP. Ouhalla (1990) , Haegeman (1995) , Zanuttini (1997) and others further elaborated this analysis and applied it to a number of languages. Cross-linguistic variation is captured under this approach in so far as the head of the projection NegP, its specifier, or both may be realised by a negative particle. 4 2.1.1. Grewendorf (1990) One of the earliest accounts of negation in German making use of a projection NegP is Grewendorf (1990) . In his analysis NegP hosting nicht ('not') is an adverbial, right-adjoined to VP (or TP), but not a functional projection dominating VP. 5 4. The approach to negation as a functional projection has been adopted for Modern
German by Büring (1994) , Hauptmann (1994) and others. 5. The view that negation in German does not project its own functional shell is held in a number of analyses, more recently for instance in Penka & Stechow (2001 Weiß (1998) The first account of the historical development of German negation in terms of NegP to my knowledge is that of Weiß (1998) . He assumes that in Old High German the negation particle ni is simply head-adjoined to V 0 (with verbal prefixes and particles being head-adjoined lower than ni). 7 There is no NegP yet in Old High German according to Weiß. 6. Grewendorf (1990) does not offer an explicit analysis of the historical stages of German. 7. However, the order verbal particle ϩ NEG ϩV is also attested (see example (21)), which would require a modification of Weiß's analysis in this point. Furthermore verbal particles pose a problem for the analysis in V2 clauses where the complex of ni and V is moved to C, however, the verbal particle is stranded in VP, yet under this approach one would predict it to move to C as well.
In Middle High German, on the other hand, in addition to the Neg 0 ne which is adjoined to V 0 , Weiß assumes a second Neg 0 niht higher in the clause. 8 This head projects into a NegP which in turn is adjoined to VP. This is reminiscent of Grewendorf (1990) , but Weiß assumes left-adjunction of NegP to VP on the basis of evidence such as VP-internal material between nicht and V 0 (cf. examples (4) and (14)). The postulation of two independent and presumably both semantically relevant Neg 0 s, however, raises the semantic problem of how single sentential negation can result from this structure.
Weiß discusses an alternative analysis with ne as the head and niht as the specifier of a NegP which is a complement of V. Weiß rightly rejects this analysis. One obvious counter-argument is the fact that VP-internal material can appear between niht and ne ϩ V in 8. Under this assumption, niht would be grammaticalised directly as a functional head as opposed to first going through a stage of being the specifier of this functional projection, as is commonly the case in other examples of grammaticalisation.
verb-final clauses. Furthermore, this account would have to assume that V 0 stood in a kind of selectional relationship to NegP, which is far from plausible.
Weiß's analysis of Early New High German consists of a structure in which nicht as Neg 0 projects a NegP which now takes VP as a complement. Thus, NegP forms a functional shell above VP in line with the assumptions of Pollock (1989) , Ouhalla (1990) On the whole, Weiß's analysis implies a rather drastic change in syntactic structure from one historical stage to the next. However, historical development proceeds in steps, with a great amount of continuity involved. The individual stages should follow on from each other in a natural way. Furthermore, they should correspond to patterns of crosslinguistic syntactic variation of negation: diachronic variation parallels cross-linguistic variation as both represent possibilities manifest in different grammatical systems but based on UG.
2.1.3. Abraham (2003) Another analysis of the historical syntax of negation in German, in terms of NegP, has recently been proposed by Abraham (2003) . He assumes the structure in (19) (Abraham 2003: 355 ; traces and arrows added in for clarification, A. J.).
Abraham also analyses Old High German ni as a head. 9 However, he assumes that this head originates in a projection NegTP below NegP itself and is only moved to Neg 0 along with the verb. 10 This is still the 9. According to Abraham (2003: 325) (Abraham 2003: 351, 357, 360) .
The latter assumption, which Abraham's proposal has in common with Weiß (1998) , is problematic, as mentioned above. It is counterevidenced by the lack of HMC effects. I will assume in contrast that nicht has not (yet) developed into Neg 0 . 11 Abraham's structure is reminiscent of that in Weiß's (1998) for Middle High German ((16) above) in so far as both assume that niht (or niuuiht) is generated in a VP-adjoined NegP. Also, both postulate two Neg 0 s or NegPs, respectively, to capture the bipartite negation particle in Middle High German, but in the opposite linear order. I will suggest, in contrast, analysing it using only one NegP (see below). This is supported by crosslinguistic variation with respect to negation particles assumed in Ouhalla (1990 ), Haegemann (1995 etc. Furthermore, it avoids the semantic problem that both Weiß's and Abraham's analysis face, namely how an LF containing single sentential negation results from a syntactic structure with two unrelated Neg 0 s/NegPs. A major drawback of Abraham's approach is that it fails to predict the word order in verb-final negated clauses in Old High German and 11. In this I follow Büring (1994) , Hauptmann (1994) , Haegeman (1995) (4) and (14)) cannot be explained according to Abraham's proposal with ni(c) ht as the rightmost element in VP and no further verbal position right of it. 12 Abraham's analysis implies the diachronic disappearance of the functional projection NegP1 above TP and VP. From the Early New High German period on, negation is expressed only VP-internally. This is a similarly drastic change as the ones implicit in Weiß's analysis. In my view an approach that can do without the disappearance of any parts of the core functional syntactic structure (that is also well-evidenced crosslinguistically) is preferable. Therefore I will propose the stronger hypothesis that the syntactic structure remained basically the same with respect to negation in German and only the lexical filling of the positions this structure offers changed diachronically.
Later on in his paper Abraham (2003: 352 f.) discards the assumption of a functional layer NegP and assumes that the Old High German negation particle operated directly on V, to which it attaches as an aspectual prefix 13 rather than taking sentential scope. 14 However, it remains unclear how this corresponds to the observation that, semantically, the negation does have sentential scope. His main argument against NegP is the fact that Old High German ni is undeniably a head and can therefore not be analysed as NegP, viz. a maximal projection. I agree with the head-status of ni. However, I do not agree with the conclusion. Rather, the fact that ni always attaches to the finite verb is, in my view, clear evidence that it is indeed the head of a functional projection NegP above VP.
Suggested analysis
The following analysis is based on two premises. The first is the Inertness Theory of syntactic change by Longobardi (2001) . He argues that the zero hypothesis in explaining language change should be that the syntactic structure did not change at all. Thus I will assume that the syntactic structure remained the same with respect to sentential negation through-12. This is the same problem as for Grewendorf's (1990) analysis of German as SOVNeg which is dealt with better in Weiß's analyses with ni(c)ht left-adjoined to VP. 13. For a discussion of the prefix-analysis of ni see section 2.2.2., below. 14. Abraham (2003: 357) speaks of a "pre-logical status" of negation in Old High German in this context. out the history of German. 15 This is the strongest hypothesis, which given sufficient empirical counterevidence may have to be revised. For heuristic reasons one should proceed from this hypothesis rather than stipulating vastly different syntactic structures for the various historical stages without at the same time explaining and motivating each change. Secondly, the analysis follows the NegP approach according to Pollock (1989) , Ouhalla (1990) , Haegeman (1995) and others.
On the basis of these two premises I assume that negated sentences at all historical stages of German contain a functional projection NegP. This projection comprises a head and a specifier, 16 either (or possibly both, cf. Haegeman 1995) of which can be non-overt, as is well evidenced cross-linguistically (Pollock 1989 , Ouhalla 1990 ). The head of NegP always c-commands V. Diachronically the position of NegP relative to other projections within the split-IP such as TP (tense phrase) might change. I have no decisive empirical evidence for this and it is not crucial for the present analysis how many further sub-projections of IP there are and where they lie with respect to NegP. 17 In so far, as the lack of negated infinitival verb forms and imperatives is regarded as evidence for TP being below NegP (Zanuttini 1997, for Italian) , the fact that these do occur in Old High German could be taken as evidence that TP is above NegP. 18 I therefore assume the syntactic structure in (20) .
Throughout the history of German NegP is uniformly analysed as a functional projection rather than an adverbial-like element in an adjunct position. The main advantage of this analysis besides diachronic continuity is that it correctly predicts cliticisation of ni/ne to the finite verb: Neg 0 is a head that c-commands V so that according to the HMC the verb has to move through it on its way to higher functional projections. V head-adjoins to Neg 0 and the entire complex of Neg 0 ϩ V moves on.It is correctly predicted that there are no cases of verb movement for instance to C across ni/ne. This is unexpected if NegP was an adverbial in some adjunction position. 19 Under such an analysis Neg 0 would not ccommand V and consequently no HMC effects should occur.
15. Compare Lenerz (1984: 183 f.) who argues that similarly there was no change in the syntactic structure of German with respect to subordinate clauses and positioning of the verb. 16. Contrary to Radford (1998) , who assumes that NegP can never have a specifier. 17. Apart from a NegP within the IP-layer it may prove necessary to assume a similar projection within the CP-layer for clauses with negative complementizers such as nibu ('if not'), the negative counterpart of ibu ('if'). This would support Cinque's (1999: 201, fn. 20) hypothesis that functional projections of IP are doubled in CP. 18. Cf. Weiß (1998 Weiß ( , 2002 for present day Bavarian. 19. For instance adjoined to VP or TP as in Grewendorf (1990) .
In line with the standard analysis for the German IP I assume a rightheaded NegP but the analysis does not hinge on this. Possible evidence for a right-headed NegP comes from verb-final clauses with the order verbal particle Ϫ ni/ne Ϫ V. at-Neg-look 'that he would not look at her any more' (N Ps 9, 32 (11))
Here the verbal particle is stranded in VP whereas the verb arguably moves into a higher functional head within the IP layer. Ni/ne as the head of NegP should therefore be located to the right of VP.
The specifier nicht of NegP is situated to the left of VP which in turn may be emptied through scrambling (cf. Webelhuth 1992 , Büring 1994 .
In Old High German within the NegP only the head was overt, SpecNegP generally covert, a pattern that is well-known from typological investigations on negation particles and occurs, for instance, in Italian and English as well as in diachronic stages of related languages like Old English (cf. van Kemenade 2000; van Gelderen 2004) . The verb moves through Neg 0 where ni head-adjoins to V and therefore standardly occurs on the finite verb.
Alternatively, the complex of ni and V could be formed in the lexicon and enter syntax as a whole where it would form a chain with Neg 0 or move through there for checking reasons. 20 This would only be a variant of the analysis proposed here with no difference in the syntactic structure as such.
2.2.1. Ni as a maximal projection occupying the prefield?
Recently, Axel (2002: 20) cast some doubt on the head-status of the Old High German negation particle. She suggests that ni might be a phrasal element because it seems to be able to occupy the topological prefield (Vorfeld). This is only possible for a maximal projection. The evidence her argument is based on consists of sentences beginning with the word order wanta ni V. Axel argues that wanta ('because') does not normally introduce verb-first clauses. Thus ni plus verb is supposedly a case of verb-second with ni occupying the prefield. However, this argument does not hold. In fact wanta does occasionally introduce positive verb-first clauses, too:
kingdom. 'Repent because the heavenly kingdom is drawing near' (T 44, 1 f.)
The following pie charts illustrate the distribution of the word orders wanta XP V (ϭ V2), wanta V (ϭ V1), and others (V3, Ve etc.) in positive sentences, and wanta XP ni V, wanta ni V, and others in negative sentences in two Old High German texts, Tatian's gospel harmony and Otfrid's gospel book:
Word order in non-negated and negated wanta-clauses:
20. In this case the internal order of particle, negation and stem would not be conclusive as to the order of the syntactic heads.
It is striking how similar the distribution patterns are across the two texts (one of which is a prose the other a rhyme text) and, most importantly in this context, across negated and positive sentences. Quite clearly ni V patterns with just V. Wanta ni V is just as rare as wanta V, i. e. wanta with V1. The most common pattern for negated wanta-clauses is the word order wanta XP ni V, just as for positive wanta-clauses the most common pattern is wanta XP V, i. e. verb-second word order. Compare the entirely parallel wanta-clauses with V2 word order in the following example: Therefore wanta-clauses actually provide extra evidence for the syntactic unity of ni and the finite verb and against a phrasal status of ni. It cannot occupy the prefield otherwise wanta ni V should appear as often as wanta XP V, not as rarely as wanta with V1.
Ni as an aspectual prefix?
As an alternative to his NegP account (see section 2.1.3.) Abraham (2003: 345, 352 f.) suggests that ni is an aspect or Aktionsart marking prefix such as ge-and the like.
However, these prefixes Ϫ modern German ge-, be-, ver-, zer-, er-, entetc. and 22 The Middle High German pattern with both an overt head and an overt specifier of NegP is also familiar cross-linguistically, from Standard French for example. This analysis of Middle High German negation predicts in a straightforward way the differing behaviour of the two negation particles with respect to verb movement: ne being a c-commanding head is moved together with the verb, 23 niht as the specifier is not affected by head movement and thus stays in place (see (4) and (5) above).
According to the present account, the actual change from Old High German to Middle High German consists in the grammaticalisation of a phrase as the specifier of the functional projection NegP which is parallel to other grammaticalisation processes, for instance the development of French pas.
Starting already in Middle High German, Neg 0 ne becomes optional. This process is completed in the course of the Early New High German 21. Or alternatively as a morpheme of V carrying a Neg-feature that needs to be checked against Neg 0 (see above). 22. Data from ongoing research suggests that this is a somewhat simplified picture: with an average of approx. 15 % of all negated clauses in my corpus from Nibelungenlied, Lancelot and sermons by Berthold von Regensburg the bipartite negation particle ne ... niht is far from being the main means of expressing negation in Middle High German as is generally assumed (cf. Paul 1998: 398 f.). With an average of 37 % simple niht is already far more common. 23. Non-clitic overt Neg 0 s block head movement or head chain formation whereas clitic ones allow head adjunction and consequently move with the verb.
period, resulting in a pattern with only the specifier of NegP being overt, its head being covert, as it is known for instance from colloquial French. This is still the case in present-day German.
The main argument for the specifier rather than head status of nicht comes from its non-interaction with verb movement: it neither blocks Vmovement, for instance to C, nor moves along with the finite verb like Old High German/Middle High German Neg 0 ni/ne. Several other arguments that seem to hint at a phrasal status of nicht are not conclusive. This is true firstly of the possibility (or impossibility) of nicht taking up the prefield and therefore being a maximal projection. Examples such as the following with nicht in prefield i. e. SpecCP position do occur, which provides evidence against analysing nicht as Neg vorzuführen. to-demonstrate 'I could not endavour to show you the entire town book system' (www.uni-koeln.de/~ahz26/dateien/rehme.htm) However, if nicht could not move to the prefield, as holds for some speakers of German, this would not prove its head status. It rather suggests that either there is no need for nicht to move higher up, or that it needs to be in SpecNegP, for reasons like the Neg-criterion, or that it cannot move for other reasons, e. g. because it is a focus-indicating particle which are known not to be possible as prefields.
A second common argument that is not conclusive consists in the nonclitic nature of nicht. Heads do not need to be clitic and this holds for Neg 0 as well. 25 In accordance with the present analysis, Jespersen's cycle can be reinterpreted in terms of the diachronic filling of NegP: at one stage only the head is overt, through grammaticalisation of another element at the next stage both head and specifier are overt; later on the head is no longer overtly realised, leaving only the specifier overt, which eventually is reanalysed as the head of NegP, and the cycle starts again.
That last step has not yet taken place in German 26 but it can be observed in English, for which I assume a parallel development to German, 24. Prefields consisting of a modifier like schon gar ('especially'), ganz und gar ('absolutely') and nicht are more common. 25. For instance I assume with Ouhalla (1990) , Haegeman (1995) and others that the English negation particle not is a head even in its non-clitic form. 26. Contrary to the assumption in Weiß (1998) and Abraham (2003) . and then from Early Modern to Modern English the additional development of the former SpecNegP not into Neg 0 which as a result blocks verb movement or head chain formation in Modern English.
The development from a specifier into a head is a common pattern of grammaticalisation (cf. van Gelderen 2004) and also found elsewhere in German: elements occupying SpecCP became frequently reanalysed as complementisers, e. g. nachdem ('after that' > 'after'), (alldie)weil ('all the time' > 'while' > 'because').
Negation with contrastive focus
A side issue that I cannot discuss in detail here is negation with contrastive focus. In German there is no specific focus position or construction. One major means of marking focus besides intonation is the use of focus particles.
When in non-canonical position, i. e. not in SpecNegP at the left edge of VP nicht seems to function as a focus particle forcing contrastive focus of the following element: 'Not everyone who calls to me "Lord, lord" will go to heaven but he who does the will of my father, who is in heaven, will go to heaven' (T 74, 20Ϫ24) In Middle High German the newly grammaticalised negation particle niht was not bound to the finite verb and could also be used like nalles. As a result nalles disappeared.
Semantically, negation with contrastive focus can be understood as sentential negation with the additional information about which element would have to be exchanged for an appropriate one from an alternative set to render the proposition true. 27 Therefore I would suggest a syntactic analysis in which there is a chain between the relevant focus particle (Old High German nalles) and the NegP responsible for sentential negation. In Old High German there is evidence for the presence of NegP with contrastive negation from the fact that nalles and Neg 0 ni on V can co-occur (cf. (29)). The analysis presented here for Old High German nalles may carry over to Modern German nicht, not just for the cases with contrastive focus, but possibly in general. Nicht could then be analysed as a focus indicating particle linked to negation and situated left of VP in SpecNegP in the unmarked case but further down within VP in the marked case, identifying the abstract NegP higher in the clause.
Indefinites in the scope of negation and Negative Concord
There is of course more to the syntax of negation than the development, status and position of the negative particle. Another major aspect is the interplay of negation and indefinites. In many languages negation can be exclusively marked on an indefinite. In others, negation is marked both by the negative particle and on the indefinite, or on all occurring indefinites, resulting in negative concord (NC) in either case (more specifically, so-called negative doubling in the first case and negative spread in the latter).
3.1.
The case of Old High German 3.1.1. Basic patterns The corpus that the following discussion is based on consists of samples from four Old High German texts: the translation of Tatian's gospel harmony (around 830 AD), the translation of Isidor's De fide catholica (around 810 AD), Otfrid's gospel book (around 860Ϫ870 AD) and Notker's Psalm translation and commentary (around 1020 AD). In my corpus I included all negated sentences from the first two texts (956 and 49 sentences respectively) and the first 100 negated sentences from the other two texts. As some of these texts are more or less close translations of Latin originals I took the originals into account in those cases. Only sentences that diverge from the original with respect to the syntax of negation, i. e. contain more negative markers or mark negation on a different element compared to the original, were included in the final evaluation. 28 In this Old High German corpus there are three patterns with indefinites in the scope of sentential negation:
I ni on V, n-indefinite (NC) II ni on V, no neg-marking on the indefinite III n-indefinite, no ni on V Firstly, negation can be marked on both the verb (Neg 0 ni) and on the indefinite (henceforth referred to as n-indefinite, most commonly niwiht 'nothing', nioman 'nobody', nihein/nohein 'no (one)', neo 'never') resulting in NC, as illustrated in (30) Secondly, negation can be marked just on the verb but not on the indefinite, as in (32) Patterns two and three are less frequent on the whole, with no occurrences at all of pattern three in Otfrid and Isidor. This would suggest that in negated sentences ni might obligatorily occur on the verb.
Explanations for the distribution of negation patterns I vs. II
The decisive factors for choosing patterns II or III over I are not entirely clear. Several factors have been suggested in the literature. Others are known to be relevant in other languages. Yet none of them seem to capture the Old High German data precisely.
31. Pattern II is more frequent than pattern I in Is and O. However, the absolute numbers from Is are very low. In O pattern II is mostly realised as adverbial uuiht, a predecessor of the Middle High German second neg-particle and thus perhaps not a standard case of non-neg-marked indefinite under negation. 32. Relative to the overall number of negated sentences the percentage of NC is generally quite small, however: T 6 %, Is 4 %, O 6 %, N 11 %. This is mainly due to the fact that most negated sentences do not contain indefinites. 33. However, in my corpus there is also a counterexample with negative spread:
(cui nemo unquam/ hominum sedit) in in theme which neoman nobody neo in aldere/ never manno of-man saz sat 'in which no man ever sat' (T 189, 6 f.) Let us first consider possible influences on whether pattern I or II occurs, i. e. whether an indefinite in a clause with Neg 0 ni on the verb is itself neg-marked in addition or not.
The fact that pattern II is chosen at all in examples such as (32) and (33) contradicts Abraham's (2003: 351) generalisation for Old and Middle High German that simple Neg 0 is not sufficient for sentential negation in clauses with an overt middle field (i. e. NC/pattern I should be obligatory). 34 From this generalisation he also concludes that simple ni is illicit in verb-final clauses. (32) shows that this does not hold either.
Relative order of the indefinite and ni ϩ V One factor that is mentioned several times in the literature is the relative order of ni ϩ V and the indefinite. According to Behaghel (1918) , and more recently Donhauser (1998) , indefinites before ni ϩ V are rather neg-marked than those afterwards. In my data there is at most a small tendency supporting this. At any rate there is no clear cut between indefinites preceding and following ni ϩ V. (37) Relative order of the indefinite and ni ϩ V:
pos. indef. Tatian  37  3  23  3  Isidor  2  1  0  0  Otfrid  2  8  4  3  Notker  7  1  4  0 Lehmann (1978) holds that before ni ϩ V neg-marking of the indefinite is optional whereas it never occurs afterwards. This position is contradicted by my data: both n-indefinites and their non-neg-marked counterparts appear both before and after ni ϩ V, compare examples (30)Ϫ(33). In Tatian and Notker n-indefinites are by far the most common in either position. On the other hand, since the position of the finite verb itself varies according to sentence types in German, it would be surprising to find a strict correlation of the kind suggested. For an indefinite to be in a posi-34. More generally, (32) and (33) contradict Abraham's (2003: 343) "asymmetrical negcriterion" according to which SpecNegP must be filled to realize Neg 0 (but not vice versa). This version of the neg-criterion is thus not sufficient to explain NC (vs. Abraham 2003: 344). tion before the finite verb could, for instance, mean for it to be in the middle field (possibly in situ) in a Ve clause or for it to be in the prefield, i. e. SpecCP in a V2 clause. Thus I additionally checked the position of the indefinites relative to V1/V2 (i. e. V in C) and Ve. Again there is no clear cut: there are almost as many n-indefinites in prefield as in middle field position.
(38)
Topological position of (n-indefinites: In-situ or derived position of the indefinite Related to this is the suggestion that in-situ indefinites lack neg-marking as opposed to moved ones, cf. Donhauser (1998) . Checking this hypothesis poses a slight empirical problem as in many sentences with indefinites in the middle field and no adverbials to mark the edge of VP it is hard to ascertain that the indefinites are in situ and not in some scrambling position, that is if one assumes that indefinites with weak readings can scramble at all (compare Diesing 1992, and Büring 1994 , for arguments that they should remain VP-internal). There are cases, however, in which the n-indefinite in the middle field is quite clearly in a VPinternal position, for instance: Adjacency of the indefinite and ni ϩ V Donhauser (1998) also proposes that adjacency of the indefinite to ni ϩ V may play a role. According to her hypothesis indefinites adjacent to ni ϩ V are neg-marked, others are not. But adjacency proves not to be the decisive factor either: in my corpus there are both neg-marked and non-neg-marked indefinites in both adjacent and non-adjacent positions to ni ϩ V. In Tatian most n-indefinites are indeed adjacent to niϩV but in Notker, for instance, most n-indefinites are non-adjacent to ni ϩ V.
(41)
Adjacency of the indefinite and ni ϩ V:
n-indef. pos. indef. n-indef. pos. indef. adj. to adj. to non-adj. to non-adj. to Tatian  48  3  12  3  Isidor  2  6  0  3  Otfrid  2  4  4  7  Notker  4  1  7  0 Generally lack of neg-marking on the indefinite is far less frequent than non-adjacency of the indefinite and ni ϩ V: the average is about 25 % vs. 45 % of all indefinites in the corpus. Syntactic function of the n-indefinite Furthermore, I checked the syntactic function of the n-indefinite to detect any possible argument non-argument or subject-object asymmetry. Again neither of these seem to be decisive. 36 Both positive and negmarked indefinites occur as subjects and as objects. Apart from that both kinds occasionally occur as non-arguments, mostly temporal adverbials.
C-command of ni
Finally, c-command of Neg 0 ni might play a role. It has been assumed that indefinites that are part of the scope of negation but stand outside the c-command domain of the neg-particle (at SS) need to be negmarked (cf. Ladusaw 1993 , Weiß 2002 . Recently, on the other hand, it has been argued for Modern German that indefinites c-commanded by Neg 0 Ϫ with no other indefinite or scope-bearing element intervening Ϫ need to be neg-marked (Penka & Stechow 2001 , their "immediate scope requirement").
The evaluation of these two opposing claims partly depends on the analysis of where ni ϩ V stands in Ve clauses. If, as suggested above, the verb raises from V through Neg 0 and possibly to some higher functional head (e. g. T 0 ), ni would always c-command everything inside VP and the specifiers of all functional projections through which the verb has moved. So, arguably none of the indefinites in the middle field are ever outside of the relevant c-command domain. In V2 or V3 clauses ni ϩ V c-commands everything after it.
The fact that n-indefinites occur in the prefield (see example in (30)) challenges the second of the two views above. It suggests that c-command by Neg 0 ni is not necessary for the indefinite to be neg-marked. The occurrence of non-neg-marked indefinites within the relevant c-command domain indicates that this is not a sufficient condition for n-indefinites either. 37 On the other hand, n-indefinites in the middle field, esp. in VP demonstrate that a position outside the c-command of Neg 0 ni as expressed in the first view is also not a necessary condition for neg-marking on indefi-36. Compare similar findings for Middle English indefinites as adverbials vs. direct objects by Ingham (2003) . He concludes that the grammatical function of the constituent did not pose any strong restrictions on whether the indefinite was neg-marked or not. 37. The slightly more restrictive immediate scope requirement of Penka & Stechow (2001) does not hold for Old High German n-indefinites, either: cf. example (33) above, which has a non-neg-marked indefinite c-commanded by ni with no relevant element intervening.
nites. For it to be a sufficient condition at least one would not expect any non-neg-marked indefinites to occur outside the c-command of Neg 0 ni, most notably in the prefield. And indeed with one or two possible exceptions (see (40) above) this does not occur. 38 However, the pertaining variation between pattern I and II in the middle field still leaves scope for future research. At any rate c-command or non-c-command by Neg 0 ni does not seem to stand in a one-to-one corrrelation with negmarking on the indefinite or the lack of it in Old High German. 39 3.1.3. Explanations for the distribution of negation patterns I vs. III Pattern III, i. e. neg-marking of the indefinite only but no ni on V, is chosen much more rarely over pattern I (NC), apart from literal translations of Latin originals which were not included here. In the corpus from Isidor and Otfrid there are no examples of pattern III.
In this respect Old High German differs from languages like West Flemish as described in Haegeman (1995) where Neg 0 only occurs when there is some negative XP in the clause. In my Old High German corpus on average ni occurs about 15 times as often on its own as together with an n-indefinite. 40 Relative order of the n-indefinite and (ni ϩ) V Again the relative position of (ni ϩ) V and the n-indefinite has been suggested as a factor in the literature: Dal (1966) and Coombs (1976) hold that ni is optional if the n-indefinite is situated before (ni ϩ) V. This is reminiscent of Behaghel's (1918) statement that ni is more common with n-indefinites after (ni ϩ) V than those before it. Indeed, in my corpus in all examples without Neg 0 the n-indefinite is in a pre-verbal position. Yet even then, additional ni on the verb is much more common than the lack of it. Relative order of the n-indefinite and (ni ϩ) V: Syntactic function of the n-indefinite
The function of the n-indefinite as argument vs. non-argument or subject vs. object might also play a role here. Progovac (2000) takes it that in any NC language n-indefinites that are arguments of the verb, or temporal/local adverbials need to be licensed by overt Neg 0 . This is contradicted by examples from my corpus in which an n-indefinite functions as a subject, object, or temporal adverbial but Neg 0 ni on the verb is lacking, compare (34) above where the n-indefinite is an object but there is no neg-marking on the verb.
According to Coombs (1976) ni is optional when the n-indefinite is not an argument, especially with temporal or modal adverbials. However, lack of ni is no more frequent in my corpus with temporal n-indefinites than with those that function as a subject or object. As can be seen, there is no asymmetry either with respect to ni in Old High German between clauses where the n-indefinite is a subject and those where it is an object. This kind of asymmetry has been observed for Italian, for example: unlike object n-indefinites, subject ones do not generally need to be licensed by Neg 0 non. However, it is not surprising to find no effects of this kind in German. In Italian they are attributed to the VP-internal position of objects, as opposed to the VP-external position of subjects (Zanuttini 1997) . In German on the other hand there is no evidence for an obligatory overt movement of subjects to SpecIP/ SpecTP position.
Type of verb
Besides syntactic positions and relations another factor for the choice of pattern III over I might be the kind of verb to which ni would attach. For instance, it might be expected that ni does not appear on particle or prefix verbs on which it also diachronically disappears earlier (Behaghel 1918) . Furthermore, ni might be obligatory on modals and auxiliaries on which it is kept longer diachronically as compared to main verbs (Behaghel 1918) . However, ni does also appear in spite of particles or prefixes on the verb: see examples (25 aϪc) above. Amongst the rare examples without ni there are prefix verbs but also main verbs without a prefix, as well as modal verbs. Thus the kind of verb does not seem to be decisive for the absence or presence of ni.
Since pattern III is extremely rare (except for literal translations from Latin) it makes sense to assume for Old High German, as Donhauser (1998) does, that generally n-indefinites were licensed by Neg 0 ni, at any rate in postverbal position, and that the few apparent counterexamples in Tatian and Notker can be attributed to external factors.
On the whole, while the exact factors for the choice of non-NC, i. e. patterns II or III over I, are not clear, one should maybe not overestimate this minority of cases. Perhaps they can eventually be traced back almost entirely to a Latin influence or other external factors and thus do not actually represent a genuine part of the Old High German syntax of negation, although the fact that there are even examples diverging from Latin would of course suggest this. 41 It could be shown that a number of factors suggested in the literature do not capture the variation between NC and non-NC correctly. Future research will have to further elucidate this issue.
Semantic interpretation of n-indefinites and Negative Concord
In the light of the Old High German data I finally want to discuss different semantic analyses of n-indefinites and NC. The phenomenon that there seem to be several negators in a clause which is interpreted as containing a single negation poses a challenge to compositionality. One 41. One external factor that might be expected to play a role in Tatian is line breaks.
According to Masser (1997) , the Old High German translators aimed at a line by line correspondence with the Latin text. For instance, they would alter the word order according to Old High German regularities within one line but not across line breaks. However, it is not the case that NC was applied against the Latin original only within one line and not if the clause continued across a line break.
solution to this (Haegeman & Zanuttini 1991 , Haegeman 1995 , Newson et al. 1998 is to assume that n-indefinites are inherently negative quantifiers and are as such subject to the Neg-Criterion, which requires them to stand in a Spec-head relation with a negative head. The n-indefinite moves to this position overtly or possibly covertly. Under this approach NC is analysed as Spec-Head agreement fulfilling the Neg-criterion. For the structure I assume for German this is illustrated in (44) In languages where multiple n-indefinites can occur, these form one complex quantifier in the specifier of NegP through a process of semantic factorisation and absorption modelled on the one assumed for multiple wh-constructions in Higginbotham & May (1981) . 42 This analysis predicts that n-indefinites, as semantically negative elements, can on their own induce sentential negation. This would go well with Old High German examples like (34) above, i. e. occurrences of pattern III with just an n-indefinite and no neg-marking on the verb.
Furthermore, this analysis offers a convenient explanation for the attested diachronic change with respect to the negation particle: in Old High German all n-indefinites, including niwiht ('nothing') would have had to move to SpecNegP. Over time language learners reanalysed ambiguous structures as results of merge in, rather than movement to, SpecNegP for economy reasons. 43 Thus niwiht, or its reduced version niht, came to be reanalysed as merged in SpecNegP.
However, the Spec-head agreement and absorption analysis of NC is problematic. It assumes the obligatory movement of n-indefinites to SpecNegP. As far as this is taken to be overt (Haegeman 1995) , it is contradicted by data where the n-indefinite has arguably not moved outside of VP, like in the Old High German example (39) above.
42. Zanuttini (1997) additionally predicts, amongst other things, that there will be no NC in languages where the negation particle occupies SpecNegP as movement of n-indefinites to this position and ensuing Spec-Head-Agreement resulting in a concordant reading will be blocked. This is not necessary if one assumes the possibility of multiple specifiers (as do Newson et al. (1998) to analyse Negative Doubling vs. Negative Spreading). Only in this way would one be able to account for NC between a neg-particle in SpecNegP and n-indefinites as in Middle High German or Bavarian. 43. Compare Roberts & Roussou (1999) and Kemenade (2000) for similar analyses for the history of English.
(46) Syntactic properties of NPIs and n-indefinites:
NPIs n-indefinites possible in one-word answers no yes long-distance licensing possible yes no have to be licensed at SS yes no licensed as subjects no yes licensed in negated clauses without no yes overt neg-marker Therefore n-indefinites are more appropriately analysed as special NPIs, or rather not as NPIs at all (in the literature they are also referred to as NIs (neg-items), cf. Weiß 2002) .
NC is explained very neatly under this view because the semantics of n-indefinites do not include negation. Semantically, they are equivalent to their non-neg-marked counterparts. There is just one negation in the sentence viz. Neg 0 , i. e. ni in Old High German which licenses the occurrence of n-indefinites. 46 These check their uninterpretable neg-feature against the interpretable one in Neg 0 . This process of checking does not necessarily require a Spec-head relation as, for instance, Weiß (2002) suggests. This would again imply the problematic assumption of obligatory movement of all n-indefinites. Rather the feature might be checked under c-command once Neg 0 is merged. For instance, the example in (47) would be analysed as in (48) But how can the grammaticalisation of niwiht/niht as SpecNegP be explained under this account? I would suggest that the starting point of this development might have been adjacency rather than movement to SpecNegP: niwiht/niht in its adverbial use, roughly meaning 'in nothing' or 'not at all', stood in a VP-adjoined position adjacent to SpecNegP and was reanalysed as SpecNegP over time.
Grammaticalisation based on original adjacency is also assumed, for example, for some complementisers such as dass ('that') which used to be matrix clause elements adjacent to the functional position in the subordinate clause that they now occupy. 48 Another challenge is the fact that n-indefinites on their own can have negative readings. This is true first of all in single-word answers such as:
48. Alternatively, along the lines of Simpson & Wu (2002) , niht might have occupied a position within a focus projection adjacent to and semantically associated with the functional projection of NegP before becoming reanalysed as part of that functional projection, in which case it would constitute an example of Spec-to-Spec grammaticalisation in the sense of van Gelderen (2004 On the other hand, n-indefinites seem to be able to induce negation even in complete sentences with no visible Neg 0 , viz. pattern III. In order to maintain that semantic negation is due to Neg 0 , one would have to explain why Neg 0 can very rarely be non-overt in the NC language of Old High German, i. e. why sometimes morphosyntactic economy seems to be able to overrule transparency. Or one could resort to assuming semantic ambiguity of n-indefinites between being inherently negative or not, along the lines of Herburger (2001) . 49 Alternatively one could attribute this rare pattern to Latin influences, as discussed above.
Another question that remains concerns the neg-marking on the indefinites. Being the reflex of a purely formal feature it may arguably serve to facilitate parsing and identify the scope of negation. The feature itself might stem from the lexicon, as Weiß (2002) assumes, or from a process of feature percolation from Neg 0 and ensuing spell-out of this feature, as suggested by Molnárfi (2001) , though the exact nature of this process would yet have to be explained. But why does pattern II without neg-marking on the indefinite also occur?
Again, this could partly be attributed to Latin influence. However, there are quite a few examples without a direct Latin equivalent. Presumably the two patterns represent two competing grammars during an instable transitional period from one to the other. Indeed Isidor, in which pattern II is quite prominent, is one of the earliest texts in the corpus. On the other hand Otfrid, the other text in which pattern II is prevalent, is later than Isidor. Tatian, which is approximately contemporary to Isidor, has pattern I rather than II in most cases. There might also be a certain degree of optionality in NC. Further research will have to elucidate this issue.
Since the semantic analysis of n-indefinites and NC suggests that at LF they should not (always) be in a VP-external position, and since there is no compelling evidence that they are always in such a position in overt syntax, I do not assume obligatory movement of n-indefinites to SpecNegP. Rather, syntactically they may remain VP-internal. Their formal neg-feature may be checked under c-command when Neg 0 ni is merged.
Conclusion
In this paper, sentential negation in the history of German was examined on the basis of a corpus of several Old High German texts. The diachrony of negation is analysed in terms of NegP. In contrast to other approaches, a large amount of diachronic continuity is argued for: the syntactic structure itself does not change, only the lexical filling of NegP varies over time. The individual stages during the proposed process are supported by patterns known from crosslinguistic research.
Closer examination of indefinites in the scope of negation showed that in Old High German NC between Neg 0 ni and an n-indefinite is clearly the most common pattern. However, occasionally the indefinite is not additionally neg-marked. Very rarely the n-indefinite is the only element in the clause identifying negation. It could be shown that a number of factors suggested in the literature or known to play a role in other languages do not capture this variation, viz. the relative position of indefinite and (ni ϩ)V, adjacency or non-adjacency, syntactic function of the indefinite and c-command by ni.
The phenomenon of NC is theoretically accounted for by the assumption that n-indefinites are semantically non-negative but bear a formal, uninterpretable neg-feature that is checked under c-command against the interpretable neg-feature of Neg 0 . The latter can be overt as in Old High German resulting in NC with n-indefinites, or covert as in Modern German. 
